
Minutes* 
 

Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
Wednesday, February 20, 2008 

1:30 – 3:30 
238A Morrill Hall 

 
 
Present: Cathrine Wambach (chair), LeAnn Alstadt, (George Green for) Gail Dubrow, John 

Kieffer, April Knutson, James Leger, Richard McCormick, Robert McMaster, Claudia 
Neuhauser, Peh Ng, Jane Phillips, Paul Siliciano, Donna Spannaus-Martin, Molly 
Tolzmann, Douglas Wangensteen 

 
Absent: William Bart, Emily Ronning, Joel Weinsheimer, David Zeller 
 
Guests: Professor Leslie Schiff (Council on Liberal Education); Tina Falkner (Office of the 

Registrar); Linda Ellinger (Office of the Provost); Professors Amy Lee and Patrick 
Schlievert (chairs, Morse-Alumni and Graduate/Professional teaching award 
nominating committees, respectively), Robin Matross Helms (Office of the Provost) 

 
[In these minutes:  (1) final draft, liberal education requirements; (2) teaching award nominations; (3) 
Constitution Day program] 
 
 
1. Final Draft, Twin Cities Liberal Education Requirements 
 
 Professor Wambach convened the meeting at 1:35 and welcomed Professor Schiff to the 
meeting to present the final report from the Council on Liberal Education (CLE) recommending 
changes in the liberal education requirements for the Twin Cities campus.  She congratulated 
Professor Schiff on completing an enormous task and said that this version of the report is even better 
than the last one.  Given the timeline, CLE would like to have a vote from this Committee 
recommending the report to the Faculty Senate.  [The most recent version of the report can be found at 
https://www.myu.umn.edu/metadot/index.pl?iid=826509 ] 
 
 Professor Schiff said that there have been a considerable number of changes since the last time 
the report was presented to the Committee.  CLE held forums on the report, Professor Schiff reported, 
and she met with a number of groups, they took suggestions from the web portal and email feedback.  
There have been hundreds of changes in the report; she highlighted the changes of substance. 
 
-- They have moved the rationale into the body of the report so the process is more transparent. 
-- They explained how and why they picked the core areas that they did. 
-- There is more information on writing. 
-- There is a stronger link with the Student Learning Outcomes approved by the Faculty Senate. 
-- They changed the language for some of the individual cores and themes; those who had 
criticisms of the initial language helped to rewrite the sections. 
-- They included criteria for labs in the physical and biological sciences. 
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-- They revised the diversity theme to make the language more robust, the intents clearer, and 
changed the title to diversity and social justice in the U.S., to better reflect the intent. 
-- They have added a few areas for flexibility (a pilot project in the University Honors Program 
to allow students to individualize their liberal education program, which may include non-certified 
courses). 
-- CLE is willing to look at interdisciplinary liberal-education courses that do not meet the 
proposed structure (e.g., a course that might meet both the physical and biological sciences 
requirement); this is not intended to be a rigid structure for the next 10-12 years. 
-- They have included a sunset provision for liberal-education courses that are not offered for a 
period of years. 
-- They did a lot of wordsmithing throughout the document. 
 
 Ms. Phillips asked about the resolution from the Committee on Equity, Access, and Diversity 
that had been provided to this Committee.  [Appended to these minutes; it recommends that "It ought, 
consequently, to be a part of all LE courses to address the following question:  Are differences in 
social location relevant to the ways in which objects of study are conceptualized and studied in this 
course?  If not, why not?  If so, why and how?"]  Professor Schiff said it has been sent to CLE and she 
has had a few replies.  CLE is willing to include language about perspectives on knowledge that is 
similar to that for the student-learning outcomes:  they do not require that all the outcomes must be 
represented in every course, but across all courses all the outcomes should be represented.  They plan 
to add a few sentences largely agreeing with the resolution. 
 
 Professor Neuhauser congratulated Professor Schiff on the work CLE has done and said she 
was glad to hear that the proposals are not as rigid as they sounded initially.  She asked if CLE had any 
discussion about ways in which students might not view the requirements as a list to be checked off.  
Professor Schiff reported that the advisors at the open forums all indicated they did not want students 
to see it as a checklist.  When the "liberal education-ness" of the courses becomes apparent, the faculty 
will be doing their jobs when students see the value of the courses.  The changes they have 
recommended will make liberal-education courses different from the way they are now.  And liberal 
education needs to be a part of Welcome Week and to be emphasized at the institutional level. 
 
 Ms. Alstadt said there will still be the checklist problem if students are told they must take a 
course.  She said, however, that she liked the new recommendations because they are much more 
streamlined and less stressful and that it will help to explain them during Welcome Week.  One of the 
rewarding parts of serving on CLE in this period, Professor Schiff said, was hearing faculty from 
across the University talk about the value of the core elements to students in their field.  It is possible 
to make the core courses better and to make them more fun. 
 
 Professor Leger said he liked the proposal to discuss the requirements during Welcome Week 
and the possibility of individualizing the requirements.  But his college (the Institute of Technology) 
has more structured majors and, as a result, more gamesmanship in trying to meet as many liberal-
education requirements with as few courses as possible.  That some programs can be individualized is 
an improvement, but the students who seek that option are probably already more engaged in their 
education than most students.   
 
 Professor Schiff said they could not recommend the possibility of individualizing programs 
for the entire campus; that would be administratively unworkable.  She noted that there is no increase 
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in requirements and they hope the courses will be better, especially if a course meets both core and 
theme requirements.  Students may pick a course for the wrong reason (e.g., a double-dipping course 
that fits their schedule, not because the course appeals to them), but it should be valuable to them 
anyway.  They also need to explain more about the possible liberal-education minor (e.g., 
sustainability, which could draw on quite a number of liberal-education courses). 
 
 Professor McCormick reinforced Professor Schiff's comments.  In colleges like IT, students 
have very little flexibility and need to take double-dipping courses, but the new liberal-education 
system will result in more meaningful double-dipping courses and make it less likely that colleges and 
departments will be able to offer double-dipping courses that are predominantly opportunistic as 
opposed to substantive.  Thus students will receive better courses (regardless of their intent in 
choosing double-dipping courses).   Professor McCormick also praised the process CLE has used to 
develop the final draft of its proposal—it has been open and transparent in an exemplary fashion.  
There has been a lot of consultation with various constituencies, and lots of time for such groups and 
individual faculty members to provide feedback and ask for revisions.  He said he had had concerns 
about the initial report but is very satisfied with the way his concerns were handled, and he appreciated 
being consulted about related issues. 
 
 In terms of the IT constraints, Dean Green said that the faculty at large have a huge role in 
how students view liberal education.  Most faculty believe in it but may not say so.  Faculty need to 
take on the responsibility of talking about it, in lectures, office conversations, and so on.  The liberal 
education requirements is what makes this a university and not a trade school, and faculty need to deal 
with the perception that students come here to get their ticket punched so they can get a job.  IT should 
look at the list of double-dip courses available and identify the appropriate ones for IT students—and 
should identify courses that are not being offered that would appeal to IT students.  If IT partnered 
with other parts of the University, it would be possible to offer great double-dip courses for IT 
students.  Professor Leger agreed and said the lack of faculty interest is detrimental.  IT tells students 
they MUST take double-dip courses or they cannot graduate in four years.   
 
 Professor Schiff reported that CLE had many conversations about whether there should or 
should not be double-dip courses allowed—and people had firmly-held views on the subject.  She 
migrated, she said, and now sees them as an opportunity because they can bring something very 
relevant to students in combination with a course on how disciplinary knowledge evolves and hook 
students' interest.  What is he to tell a student who is passionate about a non-double-dip subject when 
it will take the student an extra year to graduate, Professor Leger inquired?  Dean Green said he has to 
tell the student it will take an extra semester or two, but that he or she will receive a richer education 
as a result.  The University does not forbid students from taking four and one-half or five years to 
graduate.  Students who might become interested in their liberal education do not because they do not 
want to take that extra time, Professor Leger said. 
 
 Professor Siliciano commented that he had recently spoken with students who were proud that 
they had completed their liberal education requirements before they came to the University, which in 
effect transformed the University into a trade school for them.  Professor Schiff said that CLE had 
talked about requiring (although did not adopt a rule) that liberal-education requirements could not be 
completed before coming to the University.  The way a student approaches a course at age 17-18 is 
quite different from the way he or she would approach a course at 21-22.   
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 There needs to be more inter-college cooperation in developing courses, Professor 
McCormick said.  The Council of Undergraduate Deans might be the appropriate venue for promoting 
such courses; they could brainstorm what students need in the different colleges.   
 
 Ms. Phillips said that she sees quite a number of transfer students from outside the University 
who try to get their liberal-education requirements completed before they come here (e.g., so they do 
not have to take chemistry courses here), but the state asked the University and MNSCU to allow 
students to complete liberal-education requirements before they transfer.  How can the University deal 
with that legislation and MNSCU?  It is all a part of openness and access, Dean Green replied, and the 
University cannot easily change the rules.   
 
 Dr. Ellinger recalled that the transfer curriculum was developed with the University and 
established a set of goals that the University had a great deal of influence over.  The sense was that as 
the state invests in higher education, it does not want to see students have to waste time, so if they 
complete two years, they can finish their undergraduate liberal-education requirements.  It is possible 
for the University to add liberal-education requirements for upper-division students; the Morris 
campus does so.  But in general there are political and practical reasons for allowing students to make 
the transition as painless as possible, although there could be room for negotiation on the language of 
the transfer rules.   
 
 Professor Neuhauser asked if there is an assessment section in the CLE recommendations and 
any plans to strengthen it.  There is, Professor Schiff said, and there will be a meeting in a few weeks 
with CLE, those involved in writing, and those involved with the student-learning outcomes to 
develop a rational plan for assessment.  Professor Wambach said she was pleased to see a stronger role 
for assessment in the report.  There is an opportunity to do baseline assessment in the next couple of 
years in order that the University can judge in the future whether the new requirements improve 
learning outcomes.  She said she hoped the Provost would make available funds necessary to conduct 
the appropriate assessment; it will require expertise. 
 
 Professor Wambach asked about the language requiring that liberal-education courses be 
"taught by regular faculty (except under extraordinary circumstances)."  What does that mean?  
Professor Schiff said that CLE did not define the term further.  It was their sense that the courses 
should be taught by people with a stake in the undergraduate mission.  This is a complex 
institution, with tenured and tenure-track faculty as well as other kinds of faculty, and things got 
complicated when they tried to specify who should teach the courses.  What about people like her, 
Ms. Phillips asked?  She would be included as someone who could teach the courses, Professor 
Schiff said; Professor McCormick said that one objective was that they could NOT be taught by 
TAs.  Some on CLE wanted a requirement that the courses be taught be tenured or tenure-track 
faculty, Vice Provost McMaster reported, but CLE declined to adopt that requirement.  Professor 
Schiff said they did not want to use job codes because there is a lot of variation across units.  
Professor Wambach said that there could be a number of writing and theme classes taught by 
long-term P&A staff who are committed to undergraduate education.  Dean Green said he was not 
worried about the Teaching Specialists and Lecturers but about graduate students, adjuncts, etc.  It 
is the latter that CLE had in mind, Professor Schiff.  What about a world-famous visiting faculty 
member, Professor Neuhauser inquired?  That would qualify as an extraordinary circumstance and 
would be permitted, Professor Schiff said. 
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 Dr. Knutson said she remained alarmed at the possibility that students could complete 
their liberal education requirements before coming to the University.  Given the recommendation 
from the Equity, Access, and Diversity Committee, for example, she said she could not see how 
high-school students who might attend an isolated community college could gain the wisdom that 
is supposed to be offered in the new liberal-education courses.   She suggested that CLE consider 
an upper division liberal-education requirement.  It would also be possible to meet the objectives 
set out in the resolution in major courses as well, Professor Wambach added; that should not be 
the job only of liberal-education courses.  They can make the point, Professor Schiff said, that 
social construction of knowledge is not solely the responsibility of liberal education. 
 
 The Committee voted 11-1 to recommend the new requirements to the Twin Cities 
Delegation of the Faculty Senate. 
 
2. Teaching Awards Nominees 
 
 Professor Wambach now welcomed Professor Amy Lee (chair of the Morse-Alumni 
Award nominating committee), Professor Patrick Schlievert (chair of the Graduate/Professional 
Award nominating committee), and Dr. Robin Matross Helms to recommend award winners.  
Professor Wambach accepted a motion to close the meeting for the discussion of the nominees, 
which was approved unanimously. 
 
 Professor Wambach first invited Dr. Helms and Professors Lee and Schlievert to comment 
on any process issues they had encountered. 
 
 Dr. Helms said the process was similar to last year.  The dossiers were standardized, 
which made them easier to evaluate because differences in format did not affect judgment.  They 
received a lot fewer questions about the process.  For the future, the big question is whether to put 
the nominations on line.  The Graduate School is aggressively looking at software so that 
everything can be done online and is working with the Office of Information Technology to have 
the programs available to the entire University.   
 
 The number of nominations increased this year, 17 (versus 14 last year) for the Morse-
Alumni Award and 25 (versus 23 last year) for the Graduate/Professional Award.   
 
 Professor Lee said the process worked well.  This was her third year and every year the 
process has improved in quality and consistency.  Professor Schlievert said they received 
nominations from more places across the University and the dossiers were of extremely high 
quality—which made the job of selection even more difficult.  Last year they gave out 5 awards; 
this year they recommend 8 and even then it was difficult to make the cuts.   
 
 Dr. Helms confirmed that there were nominations from more units than in the past.  She 
said they have tried to build a network of contacts in the colleges to keep people updated, seek 
their opinions, and pose the question about why there are no nominees from some units.   
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 Professor Schlievert said his committee noted that there were not as many women 
nominated this year.  It does take time at the institution before one can realistically qualify, but 
there was a period when a significant number of the nominees were women.  The committee 
concluded that departments must be waiting for a new group of women to become eligible.  He 
said they only had one woman nominee this year but they assume that situation will correct itself 
in the future.   
 
 Professor Ng asked if the workshops on the awards had helped.  Dr. Helms said she 
believed they did.  People used the templates that are available and they asked good questions 
(basically, what must be done for a candidate to win?).  She said she tells people that that varies 
year-to-year and nominators must just follow the guidelines.  There is no correct answer.   
 
 Do they see a lot of people who have been nominated before who did not win, Professor 
Ng then asked?  More in the Graduate/Professional Award committee, Dr. Helms said.  When she 
is asked if someone should be renominated, she said she tells departments that there should be 
something new in the nomination that should be highlighted—that they should not simply 
resubmit the same dossier.  Professor Schlievert said the number of "renominees" was fairly low 
this year.  Some schools screen the applications, he noted, which may account for the decline.   
 
 Professor Schlievert recalled that he got in a little trouble last year for raising this point 
but that he would do so again because the committee made the point again:  Program development 
is an important part of the award but some departments believe that serving as Director of 
Graduate Studies is program development.  Most nominees are or have been DGS and they can 
list that on the nomination, but there must be an indication of why the performance in the role 
stands out; performing the usual duties of a DGS is not sufficient.   
 
 Professor Lee commented that if years of service weighs on the nomination, it could be a 
disadvantage for those who have been at the University for a shorter period of time.  Her 
committee, however, did not consider years of service because it is not listed in the criteria for the 
award.  Professor Schlievert said that the committees should consider intellectual distinction as 
critical—but it does not weigh very much because most of the candidates possess it.  So while it 
counts, it does not help distinguish among the candidates, so they must use the other factors.   
 
 Professor Leger asked if any of the colleges submitted the maximum number of nominees they 
are allowed.  Professor Schlievert said that CLA never does (it is permitted five and submitted 
three this year, but since CLA pre-screens the candidates, they tend to be very strong).  Most send 
the maximum number allowed.  There is subjectivity in the Graduate/Professional Award, he 
added; how does one judge graduate/professional education when nominees might come from (for 
example) CLA, Law, and Medicine?   Because there is a restricted number of awards to be given, 
the committee identified the stronger and weaker candidates and then debated about the group in 
between.  No unit has ever ended up winning the maximum number possible, and there is a mix of 
people on the committee who were satisfied with the results.   
 
 Professor Lee said she has seen a consistency in the process such that the same candidates 
would have won in any of the years she has chaired the committee.  She commended Ms. 
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Tolzmann for being "an awesome" student representative on the nominating committee.   
 
 The Committee then reviewed the nominations and unanimously approved them.  
Professor Wambach will notify the winners and Dr. Helms will send out letters confirming the 
decision.   
 
 Professor Schlievert said this is one committee assignment at the University that is 
entirely positive; Professor Lee agreed that it is extremely satisfying work.  She also thanked Dr. 
Helms for making the process effective and efficient.  Professor Wambach also thanked Dr. 
Helms for her work. 
 
3. Constitution Day Program 
  
 Professor Wambach next noted that the federal government requires institutions receiving 
federal student aid funds to teach the U.S. constitution on Constitution Day.  She said she wanted to 
have a brief discussion so that everyone is clear the University is meeting federal requirements.  The 
Law School has developed an hour-long program, with a webcast, that appears to meet institutional 
obligations.   
 
 Dr. Falkner distributed copies of the program offered last year.  The topics change each year, 
she reported, and they retain the agendas and news releases so the University can demonstrate to 
auditors that it is complying with the law.  Institutions have a great deal of leeway in complying with 
the law, she said.   
 
 The Committee discussed briefly how the programs are determined and how the institution 
monitors its compliance with the law.   Professor Wambach said the Committee wished to express its 
gratitude to the Law School for offering the programs and taking the lead in responding to this federal 
requirement on behalf of the University. 
 
 Professor Wambach adjourned the meeting at 2:50. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 
 
 
* * * 
 
To:  Senate Committee on Educational Policy 
From: Senate Committee on Equity, Access, & Diversity 
Re: CLE Final Report 
 
There is much to admire in the Report, and we appreciate the efforts and the thoughtfulness of the 
working group.  But we would like to suggest one change—adding something like the statement below 
to the requirements on all courses that fall within either the Diversified Core or Designated Theme. 
 
Background:  The report frequently quotes from the 1991 Howe Committee Report, on which the 
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current LE system is based, and reflects on the changes between now and then.  Two such quotes are 
especially relevant (page numbers are from the CLE Final Report, 15 February 2008) 
 
p.15—referring to the Howe Committee: 
 
“Diversified Core” proposed courses that required “familiarity with the basic factual information that 
discipline-based and interdisciplinary fields of knowledge rely on,” but that also required: 
 
“…acquaintance with different ways of knowing, that is to say, with different kinds of questions that 
are asked, theories that are employed, and data that are used in different intellectual domains….In 
sum, programs of educational breadth should introduce students to the diverse ways of knowing that 
have characterized human societies and civilizations and that characterize our world today; explain 
the factual content, methods, and theories of specific disciplines and arts across the spectrum of the 
university; reveal the ways in which knowledge is culturally and intellectually constructed and 
changes, over time; and demonstrate that ‘knowing‘ is an active, ongoing process.” 
 
And p.28: 
 
“As originally conceived in the Howe Report, the Themes are clearly intended to have the common 
goal of cultivating in students a number of habits of mind:   
 
thinking ethically about important challenges facing our society and world;   
 
reflecting on the shared sense of responsibility required to build and maintain  community;   
 
connecting knowledge and practice;   
 
fostering a stronger sense of our roles as historical agents.  
 
In discussing the relevant differences between the time of the Howe Committee Report and now, and 
the consequences for framing current expectations of courses in the Diversified Core and among the 
Designated Themes, the CLE report could—and we urge, should—be more attentive to the role played 
by diversity in perspective in relation to disciplinary and interdisciplinary ways of knowing.  Part of 
the impetus to interdisciplinary research, scholarship, and teaching has, in fact, come from the need to 
explore how the ways in which people experience and theorize the world are inflected by their social 
location (which includes, but is not limited to, race and ethnicity, religion, class and socio-economic 
status, sex, gender, and sexuality, and (dis)abilities).  Gender and ethnic studies, as well as cultural 
studies and science studies, all grew in large measure out of the need to explicitly study the differences 
made by bringing previously silenced, marginalized, distorted, or ignored perspectives to bear on 
objects of knowledge.  
 
It ought, consequently, to be a part of all LE courses to address the following question: Are differences 
in social location relevant to the ways in which objects of study are conceptualized and studied in this 
course?  If not, why not?  If so, why and how? Answers to the question will vary not only from field to 
field, but within fields; and there ought to be no presumption of a “correct” answer: answers might 
vary even, for example, from instructor to instructor of the same course.  But the question is never 
irrelevant: answering it requires saying something about the role of disciplining, about creating usable 
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and trustworthy knowledge, about engagement and critique, and consequently about the students’ 
relationship to the knowledge traditions and ways of knowing to which they are being introduced.   
 
The University’s commitment to diversity in the professoriate and in the student body needs to be met 
with a commitment to exploring the differences, if any, such diversity stands to make to the 
knowledge we discover and create.  There are no a priori answers to the question of what those 
differences will be; such answers (which will surely vary from field to field) will be discovered only 
as diversity, in multiple dimensions, becomes the norm in the academy.  But openness to discovering 
those answers requires faculty to think about and to discuss with each other and with our students the 
roles, if any, we take diversity of perspective to currently play in our fields of study. 
 
Recognizing that reflection on questions such as these is not yet a taken-for-granted part of everyone’s 
graduate education or subsequent teaching experience, we further urge the allocation of funding for 
faculty development workshops (e.g., through the Center for Teaching and Learning) and 
opportunities for informal cross-disciplinary conversation on the meaning of these questions and how 
to respond to them from diverse disciplinary and philosophical perspectives.   
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